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REMARKS 

In the April 6, 2005 Amendment, the Examiner noted that claims 1-12 were pending in 
the application; claims 5-10 and 12 were allowed; and claims 1-4 and 11 were rejected under 35 
use § 102. In rejecting the claims, U.S. Patents 5,731,781 to Reed and 6.426.716 to McEwan 
(References A and C, respectively) were cited. Claims 1-12 remain in the case. The Examiner's 
rejections are traversed below. 

In item 3 on pages 2-3 of the Office Action, claims 1, 3, 4 and 11 were rejected under 35 
use § 102(b) as ianticipated by Reed . This rejection emphasized the inclusion of gate functions 
in Reed , but did not discuss the control signal used for any of the "[tjypical gate functions" per- 
formed by the gates that the rejection stated were disclosed in Reed . Claims 1 and 11 have 
been amended to further describe how a pulse radar apparatus according to the present inven- 
tion generates "the control signal" (e.g., claim 1 , line 8) which has always been recited as 
controlling operation of the gate unit recited in claim 1 and the gate means recited in claim 11. 

Claims 1 and 11 have always recited that the control pulse signal is generated by "delay- 
ing a basic signal [used] in generating a transmission pulse" (e.g., original claim 1, lines 4-5). 
Claims 1 and 11 have been amended to clarify what the basic signal is, i.e., that a pulse radar 
apparatus according to the present invention includes "pulse generation unit (or means) 
generating a basic signal to generate a transmitting pulse signal" (e.g., claim 1, lines 3-4) and a 
separate "delay unit (or means) delaying the basic signal to generate a control pulse signal" 
(e.g., claim 1, lines 5-6). 

Nothing was cited or has been found in Reed regarding a gate unit or means "in which a 
received signal is passed when the control pulse signal is in a first logical state and the received 
signal is not passed when the control pulse in a second logical state" (e.g., claim 1, last three 
lines). Since claims 3 and 4 depend from claim 1 and claim 11 recites limitations like those 
quoted above from claim 1 , it is submitted that claims 1 , 3 and 11 patentably distinguish over 
Reed for the reasons discussed above. 

In item 4 on pages 3-4 of the Office Action, claims 1, 2, 4 and 11 were rejected under 35 
use § 102(a) and/or (e) as anticipated by McEwan . As in the case of Reed , no specific gate 
taught by McEwan was cited as performing a gate operation in the manner recited in claims 1 
and 11 . With the clarification of how the control pulse signal is generated and used, as 
discussed above with respect to Reed, it is submitted that claims 1 and 11 , as well as claims 2 
and 4 which depend from claim 1 , patentably distinguish over McEwan . 
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Request for Examiner Interview 

If the rejections relying upon Reed and McEwan are not withdrawn, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone prior to issuing another Office 
Action to arrange an Examiner Interview for the purpose of discussing further amendment of 
claims 1 and 11 to further clarify the gating operation. 



It is submitted that the references cited by the Examiner, taken individually or in 
combination, do not reach or suggest the features of the present claimed invention. Thus, it is 
submitted that claims 1-12 are in a condition suitable for allowance. Entry of the Amendment, 
reconsideration of the claims and an early Notice of Allowance are earnestly solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 



Summary 



Respectfully submitted, 



STAAS & HALSEY LLP 



Date: 





Richard A. Gollhofer 
Registration No. 31,106 



1201 New York Ave, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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